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Court of Appeals of the District of Colombia. 


No. 3059. 

Richard S. Wolfe, Appellant, 

vs. 

Charles J. Murphy, Guardian, <&c. 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. No. 58792. 

Charles J. Murphy, Guardian of Raymond F. Gheen, a Minor, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Richard S. Wolfe and Thomas J. De Lasiimutt, Defendants. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

. Be it remembered, that in the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, at the City of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and proceed¬ 
ings had, in the above-entitled cause, to wit: 

1 Declaration. 

Filed January 24, 1916. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. No. 58792. 

Charles J. Murphy, Guardian of Raymond F. Gheen, a Minor, 

vs. 

Richard S. Wolfe and Thomas J. De Lashmutt. 

The plaintiff. Charles J. Murphy, guardian of Raymond F. Gheen, 
a minor, sues the defendants, Richard S. Wolfe and Thomas J. De 
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Lashmutt, for that heretofore, to wit, on the 10th day of March, 
1010, the defendant Richard 8. W olfe by his certain promissory 
note under seal promised to pay the sum of Twelve Hundred Dollars 
($1,200.00) in two years after date to the order of one Harold L. 
Johnson with interest thereon at the rate of six per cent from date 
until paid, interest to be paid semi-annually, and the said Harold 
L. Johnson endorsed said note to the plaintiff, vylio is now the owner 
and holder thereof; and on the first day of March 1012, one Laura 
Green, then the holder of said note, agreed in writing with the de¬ 
fendant Thomas J. l)e Lashmutt, then the owner of the property upon 
which said note was secured, to extend the time of the payment of 
said note to March 10, 1915, with interest thereon at the rate of six 
per cent per annum, payable semi-annually, and the said Thomas J. 
De Lashmutt further guaranteed in writing the payment of said note 
without demand, notice or protest; and the plaintiff says that interest 
upon said note was paid to September 10, 1914, but neither the said 
Richard S. W’oll'e nor the said Thomas J. De Lashmutt have 
2 paid any other or further interest upon said note or any por¬ 
tion of the principal thereof, although said note with inter¬ 
est as aforesaid from September 10, 1914, is now wholly due and 
unpaid. 

W herefore, the plaintiff brings suit and claims from said defend¬ 
ants the sum of Twelve Hundred Dollars ($1,200.00) with interest 
thereon from September 10, 1914, besides costs. 

M. J. COLBERT, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 


Affidavit. 

District of Columbia, To v it: 

Personally appeared before me a Notary Public in and for the 
District of Columbia aforesaid, Charles J. Murphy, who being first 
duly sworn, deposes and says that he is a citizen of the United States 
and a resident ot the District of Columbia, and is the guardian of 
Raymond F. Gheen, a minor, duly appointed and qualified as such 
guardian by decree of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia 
holding the Probate Court; that affiant is the person named as plain¬ 
tiff in the foregoing and annexed declaration, which he refers to and 
expressly makes part of this affidavit, in which declaration Richard 
S. W'olfe and Thomas J. De Lashmutt are named as defendants; that 
as such guardian, this affiant is the owner and holder of a certain 
promissory note, a "copy of which is herewith filed and expressly 
made a part of this affidavit as if the same were fully incorporated 
herein; that by said note, the defendant Richard S. W^olfe on the 
10th day of March 1910, promised to pay the sum of Twelve Hun¬ 
dred Dollars ($1,200.00) in two years after date to the order of 
one Harold L. Johnson with interest thereon at the rate of six 
3 per cent per annum from date until paid, and the said Harold 
L. Johnson endorse d the same to^the plaintiff, guardian as 
aforesaid, who is now the owner and holder thereof. ~ Affiant further 


CHARLES J. MURPHY, GUARDIAN, ETC. 


3 


states that on the first day of Mar ^ 1912, the defendant, Thomas J. 
De Lashmutt, then the owner of the property upon which said note 
was secured, agreed in writing with one Laura Green, then the holder 
of said note, to guarantee the payment of said note without demand, 
notice or protest, and said De Lashmutt and said Laura Green agreed 
further that the time of the payment of said note should be extended 
to March 10, 1915, with interest thereon at the rate of six per cent 
per annum, payable semi-annually. A copy of said agreement is at¬ 
tached hereto and is made part hereof as though fully incorporated 
herein. Interest upon said note has been paid to September 10, 
1914, but no further interest thereon has been paid by the defendants 
or either of them or by any other person, and no part of the principal 
of said note has been paid, but the whole of said note together with 
interest thereon from September 10, 1914 remains due and unpaid: 
and affiant says there is iustly due to him as guardian as aforesaid 
from the said Richard S. Wolfe and the said Thomas .T. De Lashmutt 
the full sum of Twelve Hundred Dollars ($1,200.00) with interest 
thereon from September 10. 1914 on account of said note, exclusive 
of all set-offs and just grounds of defense. 

CHARLES J. MURPHY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 24th day of January 1916. 

[seal.] ANNA M. BOSSE, 

Notary Public, D. C. 


4 Coupon Bond Secured by Deed of Trust on Real Estate. 

$1200.00. Rosslyn, Va., March 10th, 1910. 

Two years after date I promise to pay to the order of Harold L. 
Johnson Twelve hundred Dollars at Washington, D. C. with interest 
at the rate of six per centum per annum from date until paid, to be 
paid semi-annually on the presentation and surrender of the proper 
coupons therefor as they mature respectively, which coupons four in 
number for $36. each, are hereto annexed and numbered in order of 
their maturity from one to four, payable at intervals of six months 
from date respectively at the place herein specified and to the order 
of Bearer. 

The benefit of the Homestead Exemption is hereby waived as to 
this obligation and as to each coupon attached. 

Given under mv hand and mv seal this 10th dav of March 1910 

RICHARD S. WOLFE, [seal.] 

[On margin:] Secured by Deed of Trust, (Rec. Deed Book No. 
123 p. 177) on brick store and dwelling, and lot 70 x 100 ft. on Co¬ 
lumbia Turnpike situated in Arlington District, Alexandria Countv. 
Virginia. 

Endorsements. 

Without recourse to me. 

HAROLD L. JOHNSON. 
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Mar. 10th, 1912. 
May 17th, 
10/31/12 
3 /I0/13 
9 /15/13 
3 /10/14 
9 /15/14 


Interest paid to Mar. 10th, 1912. 

44 “ this day .J. II. T. 

“ “ to Sept. 10/12. 

“ 44 Mar. 10/13. 

“ “ 44 Sept. 10/13. 

“ “ 41 Mar. 10/14. 

44 44 44 Sept, 10/14. 

JAMES H. TAYLOR, * 
Guard’n of Raymond F. Gheen. 


5 Washington, D. C., March 1st, 1912. 

The time of payment of this Note is extended to March 10th, 1915, 
with interest thereon at the rate of six per centum per annum, pay¬ 
able semi-annually. Said note and Deed of Trust securing the same 
are to remain otherwise unqualified and in full force; and the pay¬ 
ment of this note is hereby guaranteed without demand, notice or 
protest. 

TITOS. .T. T)E LASIIMUTT, 

Present Owner of Property. 

Mrs. LAURA GREEN, 

Holder of Note. 


Demurrer. 


Filed February 23. 1916. 

******* 


The defendant Richard S. Wolfe says that the declaration is had 
in substance. 


EDWIN C. DUTTON, 
Attorney for Defendant Richard S. Wolfe. 


Among the matters of law intended to he argued is: 

That it appears upon the face of the declaration herein that the 
plaintiff has no legal right to maintain this suit. 

Mr. M. J. Colbert, Attorney for plaintiff: 

You will please take notice that the above demurrer will be set 
down for hearing on Friday the 3rd day of March, 1912, at 
6 10 o’clock A. M., or as soon thereafter as Counsel can be 

heard. 

EDWIN C. DUTTON, 
Attorney for Defendant Richard S. Wolfe. 

Motion to Strike Out Demurrer. 


. Filed February 29, 1916. 

******* 

Now comes the plaintiff in the above entitled cause and moves the 
Court to strike out the demurrer filed herein by Richard S. Wolfe as 
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frivolous, and to enter judgment against said defendant Wolfe for the 
amount claimed in the declaration. 

M. J. COLBERT, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 

Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Saturday, March 4, 1916. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Mr. Justice Gould 
presiding. 

******* 

Upon hearing the motion of plaintiff filed herein, to strike out the 

demurrer of defendant Richard S. W olfe, to the declaration, filed 

herein February 23, 1916, it is considered that said motion be. and 

*• 

it hereby is overruled. 

Further, upon hearing the demurrer of defendant Richard S. 
Wolfe, to the plaintiff’s declaration, it is considered that said de¬ 
murrer he, and it is hereby overruled, with leave to said defendant to 
plead over within ten (10) days. 

7 Pleas. 

Filed March 16, 1916. 

******* 

The defendant, Richard S. Wolfe, for pleas to the declaration filed 
herein, says: 

1. That he never undertook and promised as in said declaration al¬ 
leged. 

2. That heretofore, one Thomas J. De Lashmutt purchased certain 
real estate, the same being a brick store and dwelling in Arlington 
District, Alexandria County, State of Virginia, upon which the prom¬ 
issory note sued on was secured, and said De Lashmutt assumed 
and agreed to pay the indebtedness secured by said deed of trust upon 
said real estate, whereby the defendant says that the said De Lash¬ 
mutt became primarily liable to pay said debt and this defendant be¬ 
came liable as surety for such payment bv said De Lashmutt; that 
with full knowledge of the aforesaid facts, on to-wit, March 1, 1912, 
Laura Green the then holder and owner of said note, without the 
knowledge or consent of this defendant, and for valuable considera¬ 
tion, extended the time for payment of said note to March 10, 1915, 
said contract of extension being endorsed on said note and also signed 
by said De Lashmutt, the then owner of the property hv which said 
note was secured, whereby this defendant says he was by such exten¬ 
sion and alteration released from liability upon said note to the 
plaintiff herein who took said note subsequent to said extension and 
alteration and with full knowledge thereof. 

3. That the plaintiff’s alleged cause of action did not accrue 
within three years next before the filing of this suit. 
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4. And for a further plea by way of equitable defense as 

8 provided by the statute, this defendant says that heretofore 
he was the owner of certain real estate in Arlington District, 

Alexandria County, State of Virginia, the same being improved by a 
brick store and dwelling upon which was secured the note sued on 
herein. That thereafter this defendant sold and transferred said 
real estate to Thomas J. De Lashmutt who assumed the payment 
of the indebtedness thereby secured. That thereafter with the knowl¬ 
edge of these facts, Laura Green the then holder of said note, for value 
and without the knowledge or consent of this defendant, altered said 
note by extending the time for payment of same until March 10, 
1915, which said alteration was endorsed on the back of said note and 
signed bv said De Lashmutt, the then owner of the real estate by 
which said note was secured, and the plaintiff herein became the 
holder of said note subsequent to said extension and alteration and 
with full knowledge thereof, whereby this defendant says that his lia- 
bilitv upon said note was discharged and released. 

This defendant further says that because of the circumstances 
and facts above recited, he is in equity and good conscience entitled 
to have the real estate security, whereby said note is secured, ex- 
hausted, before recourse can be had to this defendant, and he says 
that the plaintiff was hound to exhaust said security before attempting 
to enforce any liability against this defendant, yet the defendant says 
that said real estate has never been sold under said deed of trust, 
but on the contrary, although said note originally fell due March 10, 
1912, the said deed of trust securing the same was never foreclosed, 
but the said real estate has l>een allowed to remain in the possession 
of the said De Lashmutt who has been allowed to receive the 

9 rents and profits thereof or to have the beneficial use and occu¬ 
pation thereof; and this defendant further says that during 

the period of delay aforesaid in the enforcement of said security the 
value of said real estate has very greatly diminished, and he says 
that had said real estate been sold under said deed of trust when 
the same first became due and payable such sale would have produced 
a sum sufficient to pay said indebtedness; Whereas now, after a lapse 
of about four years, said improved real estate having been allowed 
to run down and decay by the said De Lashmutt. who, this defendant 
is advised and believes, is still the owner of said real estate, the same 
cannot now be sold for enough to satisfy said note. All of which 
above recited facts were well known to the plaintiff herein. 

EDWIN C. DUTTON, 
Attorney for Defendant Richard S. Wolfe. 


Affidavit of Defense. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, Richard S. Wolfe, on oath say that T am the defendant named 
in the foregoing declaration. I deny the right of the plaintiff to re¬ 
cover against me the whole or any part of the amount claimed in said 
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declaration. The grounds of my defense are, that heretofore prior to 
March 10, 1910, this defendant was the owner of certain real estate 
in Arlington District, Alexandria County, State of Virginia, which 
was improved by a brick store and dwelling, and upon which, by 
deed of trust bearing date March 10, 1910, he secured the payment of 
the note sued on herein. 

Thereafter this defendant sold said real estate to Thomas J. De 
Lashmutt who assumed and agreed to pay the said indebted- 

10 ness. That thereafter said note was transferred by Harold 
L. Johnson, the payee named therein, to one Laura Green. 

That while the owner of said note, the said Laura Green, for a valua¬ 
ble consideration and without notice to or consent of this defend¬ 
ant, materially altered said note by extending the time for pay¬ 
ment to March 10, 1915, and affiant says that at that time the rela¬ 
tions of the parties were such that the legal relation of this defendant 
to the transaction was that he was surety for payment of said note, 
and that the said De Lashmutt was principal in respect of such pay¬ 
ment, and affiant says that by the aforesaid extension of time for 
payment of said note without his knowledge or consent, he was 
therefore discharged from all liability for payment of said note. 

This affiant denies that the said note was transferred by Harold L. 
Johnson to the plaintiff as guardian of Raymond F. Gheen and he 
says that as appears on the face of the papers filed hv the plaintiff 
the title to said note is outstanding according to the averments of the 
affidavit, in said Laura Green, and affiant says that on the averments 
of the affidavit, the plaintiff has no title to said note, if on the other 
hand the averments of the declaration are to control, then said aver¬ 
ments are negatived by the paper dated March 1, 1912, which is re¬ 
ferred to and made part of the aforesaid note. 

Affiant further says that assuming that said note was effectively 
transferred to the said Charles J. Murphy as guardian of Raymond 
F. Gheen, that the law of the District of Columbia does not permit a 
guardian to sue on a cause of action belonging to the ward in the 
guardian’s own name, but that such suit must be brought in the 
name of the infant by his next friend. 

11 Affiant further says that the note sued upon in this case was 
not presented for payment to affiant or any one representing 

him on the 10th day of March, 1912, or at any other time; and that 
he was able and willing to pay said note on said last mentioned date. 
That he was then residing in Washington, D. C. with his name and 
address in the City Directory also in the telephone directory. 

The attention of the Court is called to the fact that by the aver¬ 
ments of the declaration, it is carefully stated that Laura Green was 
holder of the note and the copy of the note made part of the declara¬ 
tion fails to disclose any transfer by Laura Green to said infant or said 
plaintiff. 

Affiant further says by way of an additional defense that the said 
alleged cause of action upon said promissory note did not accrue 
within three years next before the bringing of this suit. 

RICHARD S. WOLFE. 
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Subscribed and sworn to before me this 16th dav of March, A. D. 
1916. 

[seal. ] WILLIAM K. QUINTER, 

Notary Public, D. C. 


Motion for Judgment under 73d Rule. 

Filed March 17, 1916. 

******* 

Now conies the plaintiff in the above-entitled cause and moves the 
Court to enter judgment against the defendant Wolfe for want of a 
sufficient affidavit of defense. 

M. J. COLBERT, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 

12 Mr. E. C. Dutton, Attorney for Defendant, Richard S. Wolfe: 

Please take notice that I will call the foregoing motion to the atten¬ 
tion of Mr. Justice Gould on Saturday, March 24th, at ten o’clock 
a. m., or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard. 

M. J. COLBERT, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 


Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Wednesday, September 13th, 1916. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Hon. Ashley M. Gould, 
Justice presiding. 

******* 

Upon consideration of the motion of plaintiff filed herein by his 
attorney for judgment against the defendant Wolfe, for want of a 
sufficient affidavit of defense, it is ordered that said motion be, and 
the same is hereby overruled. 


Motion to Vacate Order Entered September 13, 1916. 

Filed September 19. 1916. 

******* 

Now comes the plaintiff in the ahove-entitled cause, and moves 
the Couit to vacate and set aside the order entered herein on Sep¬ 
tember 13, 1916, denying the motion for judgment against the de¬ 
fendant Wolfe and to grant said motion for the reasons following:— 
1. Because the order of the Court was made upon a misap- 
13 prehension of the fact that the instrument sued upon is a 
sealed obligation and not a simple contract. 

2. Because the period of limitations in the present case is twelve 







CHARLES J. MURPHY, GUARDIAN, ETC. 


9 


years from the maturity of the note sued on and not three years, as 
is assumed in the opinion of the Court herein filed. 

M. J. COLBERT, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 

To Edward C. Dutton, Attorney for Defendant : 

Take notice that I will call the foregoing motion to the attention 
of Mr. Justice Gould on Friday next, September 22, 1916, at ten 
o’clock a. m., or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard. 

M. J. COLBERT, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 


Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Monday, October 23, 1916. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Mr. Chief Justice Cov¬ 
ington presiding. 

* * * * * * * 

By Justice Gould. 

Upon consideration of the motion of plaintiff filed herein by his 
Attorney of record on September 19, 1916, to vacate and set aside the 
order of September 13, 1916, overruling the motion for judgment 
against defendant Richard S. Wolfe, it is ordered that said motion 
of September 19, 1916, be, and it hereby is granted, and said order 
of September 13, 1916, is hereby vacated, set aside, and for nothing 
held, with leave to said defendant Richard S. Wolfe to file an 
amended affidavit of defense to the declaration within ten (10) days 
from this date. 


14 Amended Affidavit of Richard S. Wolfe. 

I 

Filed November 3, 1916. 

* * * * * * * 

Now comes the defendant herein, Richard S. Wolfe, leave of the 
Court being first had and obtained, and by way of amendment to an 
affidavit already filed herein, on oath, says: 

That while one, Laura Green, was the owmer of the note herein 
sued upon, she, for a valuable consideration and without notice to or 
consent of affiant, materially altered said note by extending the time 
for payment from March 10, 1912, to March 10, 1915, with interest 
at 6%, and guaranteed the payment thereof without demand, notice 
or protest; that said extension and guarantee was attached to said note 
signed by Thomas J. De Lashmutt, the owner of said property, and 
Mrs. Laura Green, the holder of the note. That t he plaintiff herein 

2—3059a 
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became th e ho lder of said note subsequent to said extension, altera- 
tion and guarantee and with full knowledge thereof, and by virtue 
theieof the liability of your affiant upon said note was discharged, and 

Your affiant further says, upon information and belief, that said 
real estate, upon \\ liich said note was secured, has never been sold 
under said deed of trust, and although said note originally fell due 
Mdich 10, 1912, the said deed of tfust securing the same was never 
foreclosed and that the real estate has been allowed to remain in the 
possession of said He Lashmutt and he has been allowed to receive 
the rents and profits thereof and to have the beneficial use and occupa¬ 
tion thereof since said last mentioned date, and affiant further says 
that during the said period of delav, that is to say since the 
lo 10th <kv of March, 1912, the value of said real estate has 
very greatly diminished, especially the building thereon in 
that said l)e Lashmutt has allowed the same to run down and decay 
to a very material extent, so that now your affiant is advised and be¬ 
lieves the said real estate would not sell for enough to liquidate said 
note, whereas, had it been sold at the time the note originally became 
due, it would have brought more than enough to have paid said note 
with interest and costs. 

A our affiant sa\s that all of the above facts were or should have 
been well known to the plaintiff herein at the time of the purchase of 
said note, if the same was ever purchased. 

RICHARD S. WOLFE. 


Subscribed and sworn to before 
A. D. 1916. 


me this 2nd day of November, 


WILLIAM K. QUINTER, 
Notary Public, D. C. [seal.] 


Motion for Judgment. 


Filed November 4, 1916. 


Now comes the plaintiff in the above entitled cause, and moves the 
Court for judgment against the defendant Richard S. Wolfe for want 
of a sufficient affidavit of defense, and notwithstanding the amended 
affidavit of defense herein filed. 

M. J. COLBERT, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 


Mr. E. C. Dutton, Attorney for Defendant Wolfe: 


16 

case. 


, Take notice that on Wednesday, November 8, 1916 at ten 
o clock a, m I will call up the foregoing motion before Mr 
Justice Gould, who has heretofore had consideration of this 


M. J. COLBERT, 
Attorney for Plaintiff . 
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Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Saturday, December 2, 1916. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Mr. Chief Justice Cov¬ 
ington presiding. 

******* 

By Justice Gould. 

Upon bearing the motion of plaintiff bled herein, for judgment 
against the defendant Richard S. Wolfe, for want of a sufficient affi¬ 
davit of defense, it is considered that said motion be, and it hereby is 
granted. 

Therefore it is considered that the plaintiff herein recover against 
the defendant Richard S. Wolfe the sum of Twelve hundred dollars 
($1,200.) with interest thereon from the 10th day of September, 
1914, being the money payable by said defendant to the plaintiff by 
reason of the premises, together with the costs'of suit, to be taxed bv 
the Clerk, and have execution thereof, without prejudice to the right 
of the defendant Wolfe to any equitable remedy to which he may 
deem himself entitled. 

The defendant Wolfe by his Attorney in open Court, notes an ap¬ 
peal to the Court of Appeals, and the penalty of the bond for costs 
on said appeal is hereby fixed in the sum of one hundred dollars 
($ 100 ). 

17 Memoranda. 

December 2, 1916.—Note in suit bled. 

December 21, 1916.—Appeal bond approved and bled. 


Assignment of Errors. 

Filed February 2, 1917. 

* * * * * * * 

1. The court erred in overruling of demurrer of defendant, Rich¬ 
ard S. Wolfe bled Mar. 4, 1916. 

2. The court erred in vacating the order of Sept. 13, 1916. 

3. The court erred in sustaining the motion of plaintiff for judg¬ 
ment against defendant Wolfe, said motion bled Nov. 4, 1916. 

4. The court erred in entering judgment for the plaintiff and 
against the defendant, Richard S. Wolfe for $1,200 with interest 
Sept. 10, 1914 and costs. 

EDWIN C. DUTTON, 
JNO. RIDOUT, 

Attfys for Deft Wolfe . 
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Designation of Record. 

Filed February 2, 1917. 

******* 

I. Declaration, affidavit, particulars of demand, filed January 24, 
1916. 

2. Demurrer to declaration filed February 23. 1916. 

18 3. Motion to strike out demurrer of defendant No. 1 and 

for judgment, bled February 29, 1916. 

4. Motion to strike out demurrer of defendant No. 1 and for 
judgment overruled March 4. 1916 and defendant No. 1 given ten 
days in which to plead. 

T>. Pleas and affidavit of defendant Richard S. Wolfe filed March 
16, 1916. 

6. Motion for judgment against defendant Wolfe filed March 17. 
1916. 

7. Motion for judgment overruled filed Sept. 13, 1916. 

8. Motion to vacate order of Sept. 13, 1916 filed September 19, 
1916. 

9. Motion of plaintiff to vacate order of September 13, 1916 
granted with leave to defendant Wolfe to file affidavit of defense 
within ten days, filed Oct. 23, 1916. 

10. Amended affidavit of defendant Wolfe filed November 3, 
1916. 

II. Motion for judgment against defendant Wolfe filed November 
4, 1916. 

12. Motion for judgment against defendant Wolfe granted De¬ 
cember 1, 1916, and judgment for plaintiff against defendant Wolfe 
for $1,200 with interest from Sentember 10, 1914 and costs. Appeal 
noted. Bond fixed at $100. Filed December 2, 1916. 

13. Note in suit filed December 2, 1916. 

14. Bond for cost on appeal with suretv, approved December 21, 
1916. 

15. Assignment of Errors. 

16. This designation. 

JNO. RIDOUT, 

Attorney for Defendant Wolfe . 


19 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia , ss: 

I, John R. Young, Clerk of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages numbered from 1 to 18, 
both inclusive, to be a true and correct transcript of the record, ac¬ 
cording to directions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is made 
part of this transcript, in cause No. 58792 at LawJ wherein Charles J. 


CHARLES J. MURPHY, GUARDIAN, ETC. 
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Murphy, Guardian of Raymond S. Wolfe and Thomas J. De Lash- 
mutt, are Defendants; as the same remains upon the files and of rec¬ 
ord in said Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my name and affix 
the seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in said District, this 
7th day of February, 1917. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. ] 

JOHN R. YOUNG, Clerk . 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court. No. 
3059. Richard S. W olfe, appellant, vs. Charles J. Murphy, guardian. 
&c. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Feb. 7. 1917. 
Henry W. Tlodges, clerk. 



